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-Mr. Presmient, in a recent edition of the
New Yorker magazine, an arlicle ap-
peared by’ Mr 1chard Goodwm ‘on the '
watin Vietr}am T commiend th 1s article
to_my colleague§, Tor I found i

clear an

tion, Its history, and the policy demands
a}lat we now face,

~Mr.. Goodwin, speaks from a broa.d
background of experlence as Spe-cxal
Assistant on Forejgn Affairs during both
the Kennedy and Johnson administ
tions.” He collphorated with both Preé
dénts on speeches which pointed to new
directions m ffr{eign ‘policy and was one
of ‘the orjginal Innovators of such ouyt-
standing programs as the Alliance for
Progress. Mr. Goodwin is riow servin,
i é Tesealch Jellow ab wesleyan Unl-
versity in Middleton, Conn. He has had
‘em‘oﬁtstandfng career as a lawyer and

sérfed as law clerk for Justlce Frank-

furter.

‘I ‘ask unaningous congent that “this
art;cle be includgdi §he REecorp. |,

There being no obJectmn the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows.

e RmEGTIONS oN VIETNAM
- It must have ae ned  t0_the. Qoul%c}?
who, made tl}ig gxce that Operation Wh
Wing had b Taintly 1
the  An liao Valley, where battle was to be
tound and fought. Dark-greeh Juhgle Hows
over gentle hills toward flat, still swam s
bursting with rice” and Separated by t
trailing wisps o} junagle growth that spr‘in

ﬁwherever the hand of nian pauses to rest.
The véf slices sout%through the center of
the vallgy - ‘until, north of Bong Som, it turns
east toward the Bouth, Thing Sea.. The river
was ‘niuddy—as 1 always is at the end of
January, When thé rains are heavy—perhaps
-remiinding "Pies. ‘James Ricks and Harry
Morse of tﬁ'é "%%)éf’viéters of the Potomag,
which “divides théir native Stateg of Mary-'
‘land and Virginia, it was about as wide, and

there ‘were raplds, But there was nof:hing"

' KENNEDY of Massachusetts'

rical sound, suited fo

o others% safh’ 1h tl%{emtﬁ,e?;er c‘%a%- :
bs:hl d, the raised, arche at stretehe
agfv%‘ hi:e'gﬁt e TrQnt. Be rectinghlar

room. The marbIe margins of “the
ﬁo?r ’f:ouggl fght "wood-paheled walls in

c8ssil blending of political-tradi-
“tlop.a,l and sv&sh'fngton modern. In front of
Benator FULBR,IGI—;(I‘ were officlals and clerks
hent oyer tablos piled with papers and docu-
ments—the v1tafsubstance o} governmenﬁ-— :
while ghout 60 spectators filled Tows of harsh
stral I§U - chairs hlndTﬁem “One elther side’

LBRIGHT were the "other members of
the Sepate Committee on Forelgn Relations.
Amoéng them was Senator BOURKE HickEN-
. LOQPER, of Towa, tough narrow, conservative,
and, on this 'day, puardian of thé political :
mtex;ests of j;hei% Ublican Party,” Senators .
FRANK CuuRcH, o aho, “and TLATHORNE
; of Hhode, Yaland: were “cléarty ‘marked,”
dth  and inteﬁ{gence, 88 ‘members of
‘Kennedy generatlon 'of Demdcrats.
ere was STUART SymincToN, of Missouri,
s6inted presidential hopeful, blendmg
abfolute integrity with lifelong sympathy
for the atms and ouytlook of the military.
Finally, most vocal in opposu;mn was WAYNE
MogSsE, cattle breeder, Oregon Républican-

" turned-Democrat, who had broken all the

rules of the “club” and transgressed the

tenets of polite political discourse, thus :
eclse de crlptlon of the Sit’u'—— earning the disdain of official Washington, |

yet still commanding deference as chalrman
of a powerful Senate subcommittee, and :
whose stern, shrill, sometimes ex ‘é)eratingl !
selt- righteous Independence K carriéc
further acfoss the country than Washingion

_ " believed. Most of the 19 members were there.

: The subject was that confused and violent
conflict which in the last year had become °
the center of American concern, expectation, .

and fear—the war in Vietnam.,

. Over the chgirman’s head was the great

seal of the United States, the engine grouping
the olive branch of peace and the arrows of

—War——y stUlptured omen of the day. Fac-~
" ing him, in a large red-padded chair, sat the

first witness—Dean Rusk, for 5 years Secre-
tary of State of the United States, selected

after President-elect Kennedy had reluc- °

tantly turned away from FULBRIGHT himself,
and the principal advocate of a rmlitant pur-
suit of the war.

At 9:05 a.m. of Friday, Jahuary 28, the
Vietnam debate began. Its subjecti: the his-

tory, the wisdom, and the future of American ‘
. action and policy. Whatever the result, how-

ever, discussion might alter the coure of

* events, ft Would not make any difference to °

of Pasadena Md. Twenty mmutes before, |
* while the first curious arrivals were claiming

~the scarce seats, a grenade flung anonymously
- through the jungle-fed night had exploded '
in their bunker. They were dead—2 more °

- of the almost 400,000 people—yellow, white,

and black, who had been killed in the strang- :
est and most complicated war in American |
history. i
Before the month of debate was over, it :
had moved from the small hearing room into
the telévislon-dominated homes of millions
of Ameéricans, had caused oné of the most

° reéspécted executives 1In television, Fred °

Friendly, to"quit’in fury because his superiors
at CBS refused to show the most important i
nitional discussion of all, and had made na- |

af ho Jike the ﬁoggin heat that crowded
theélr fungs, oF t
that tore about thg bunker where they waited
for dawn, Thé two friends’ hgcf come with,
the 18th Infantry to hélp ¢léar An Lao of
thousands of Vletcong errilfas who tade
ful yalley.
. where
aind _spectators

J. WitLiaM FULBRIGHT, Sen-
atof from Arka,nsas 1oe of clvil rights, al-
.most Secretary of State, Rhodes scholar, and
ba,ckwoods politician, hero to some and dem-

e violeiit nighttime fury

tional ¢elebrities out of a soft-spoken general-
turned-businessman naméd Jameés Gavin and
a  careér-diplomat-turned-scholar named
. George Kennan. With the echoes of the final
Y Friday " héaring “still fading, ‘the débate
* touched the uppér reaches of Amerlcan poli- :
tics. On the miorning of Saturday February '

he ~ 19, Senator RobErT KenwEDY discussed the

" possible olitlines of a settlement, e was!

_sypported by Gen, Maxweéll Taylor, Prési-’
“'dential consultant oén the war and ifiteilec-
tual leader 6f the getierals, while he was at- |
tacked by other officials, some of whom had
privately urged the same position they now

FOIAb3b
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publicly assaulted. For a moment, & major
political skirmish seemed possible, but the
President himself refused to attack the Ken-
nedy proposal. He was clearly determined
to close no door that might lead to peace and
to open no wounds that might further in-
crease domestic division. Then, the debate
having run its course In Washington, it
moved Into the outer arena of national dis-
cussion and the inner secret councils of the
administration, where it will continue as
long as the war itself.

There is something oddly insubstantial
about the thousa'nds of pages of hearings,
speeches, press conferences, and television
interviews—the immense stream of argu-
ment, discussion, and. declamation. The
pages are fillled with rhetorlc desighed to
arouse old emotions rather than stir new
thoughts; with grand simplicities and sweep-
ing clichés that ignore and blanket the cruel
particulars of coniflict; and with history that
is meither relevant nor, in many cases, true.
Men become advocates rather than analysts,
seeking to prove every point and answer every
argument, even though they must distort or
accuse in order to do so. Some must rewrite
the events of the past in order to offer a bet-
ter defense of thelr own past acts and judg-
ments. Meanwhile, sensed by all but the
scholars is the silent and unseen weight of
the American electorate, whose ultimate
judgment has never been so unclear In any
other time of war, and whose decision will
shape the personal futures of those who con-
test before the gaze of the Nation. Each
one who speaks is also aware that he speaks
across the city to the single man who has
the power to gather up all the threads of
possibility and belief and weave them into
the fabric of decislon, Senator ALBERT GORE
sald of the President, “We are seeking to
reach him by way of the people.” Yet each
also hoped to reach him by way of the tele-
vislon screen or the morning newspaper.

Much of Vietnam is covered with what ex-
perts call “three-canopied jungle.” Three
layers of somber, unrelieved green, block the
sun from the earth, which even at noon is
often night-dark. The debate that swirls
sbout this jungle country is also triple-
layered, and the tangled lines of argument
often obscure the light. }

Rising above the other debates is’ the de-
bate over grand strategy, conducted in the
fascinating, elusive abstractions of geopoli-
ties: Does America have a vital gtake in Asia,
ahd, more specifically, in Vietnam itself?

Next 1s the debate over the past: What
kind of war is it, and how did we become so
deeply involved in it? .

Closest to the ground of action and de-
cision 1s the third Vietnam debate: What is
our present policy, and what should it be?

In its crudest and simplest form, the first
of the three clashes of conviction questions
whether the United States would be seriously
injured if much of Asia were to be dominated
by a hostile powét—at this moment in his-
tory, by China. For at least a quarter of a
century, every American government has be-
lleved the answer to be “Yes.” On November
26, 1041, Secretary of State Cordell Hull
handed a series of proposed agreements to
the Japanese Ambassador in Washington.
Japan and the United States would agree
that neither would violate “‘the territorial
integrity and soverelgnty” of any country’
in Asia. Both nations would pledge to seek
a broad agreement by many powers, including’
Great Britain, China, and the Netherlands,
“to respect the territorial integrity of French
Indochina [including Viefnam],” and, if
that integrity was menaced, to consult “with -
8 view to taking such measures as may be
deemed necessary and advisable to meet such
threat.” (A similar agreement, by many of
the same powers, was to become the central
guarantee of the Southeast Asla Collective
Defense Treaty, 14 years later.) Japan, how-
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ever, had already determined upon the con-
quest of Indochina, and 11 days later, at-
tacked the only remaining power both com-
mitted and able to bar the way. Since the
end of the war that followed, every American
President. has sent armed forcdes to Asla:
Truman in Korea, Elsenhower at Quemoy and
Matsu, Kennedy briefly at the Thai-Laotian
border and in Vietnam, Johnson in Vietnam.
Deeply rooted in modern experience, asserted
in two major wars, the American interest in
Asla, and now in Indochina, nevertheless
requires evaluation by the light of shifting
Although the Amerlcan stake in
Asla is not a new one, is it real?

During several years I spent in Washing-
ton—at the State Department and as an

- agsistant to Presidents Kennedy and John-

son—few Intellectual tasks were more frus-

“trating than the occasional effort to answer

the great, the ultimate questions of foreign
policy: Why should we try to contain China?
Why should we help the underdeveloped na-
tlons? What is the urgency of preventing
nuclear spread? Such questions, in fact, are
ordinarily raised in argument with critics
but rarely in the councils of decision. It is
preclsely becauce there is no sure and resist-
less logic by which such questions can be
answered that discussion often dissolves into
empty generalities and false scholarship.
“Nations must learn to leave their neighbors
alone.” (Cf. the intervention in the Do-
minican Republic.) We cannof remain “‘an
oasis of wealth in a worldwide sea of mis-
ery.” (We have always been one and will be
one for a very long time.) ‘“The appetite of
aggression is never satisfied.” (Cf. the inde-
pendence of the Philippines, Mexico, and
Canada.) Such failures of analysis reflect
not our own inadequacles so much as what
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., calls ‘‘the inscruta-
bility of history.” To justify a course of
policy in its largest dimension is to predict
what will happen if that course 1s not taken,
to prophesy the unknowable turhs of his-
tory. All that any leader can do is call upon
wisdom, judgment, and national principle,
a sense of history and a knowledge of pres-
ent reality, and act on the speculative and
intuitive guess that results. This enormous
limitation is reflected in Albert Einstein’s
famous reply when he was asked why the
politicians could not catch up with the crea-
tions of science—he sald that “politics is
much harder than physies”—and George
Kennan's testimony that “the most impor-
tant thing a government such_as ours can
have, as 1t faces the long-term future of
international relations, is right principles
rather than the gift of prophecy.” The huge
and inescapable uncertainties of this process
impose on any sensible statesman an essen-
tial skepticism, from which flow at least two
guiding rules for the conduct of interna-
tlonal affairs: to decide as little, in places of
danger, as present urgencles require, leaving
room for change if events contradict judg-
ment, and to take as few risks as action
requires, refusing to hazard enormous conse-
guences on speculation. The most frequent
flaw in the Vietnam debate, running through
the arguments on all sides, is the recurrent
claim that the unknowable can be stated
with certainty.

Even with this caution, Judgment leans
heavily toward protecting Asia from domin-
ion or conguest by a hostile power. There
is the almost idealistic, compelling convidtion
that the one nation with the power to pre-
veht 1t should not stand aside while nations
unwillingly submit to foreign domination.
To do s0 would undermine the central world
purpose of the United States—the creation

of an International order of Independent

states, Moreover, the impact of a large-scale
Chinese expansion would probably radiate
across the world, reshaping the politics of the
weak and uncertain socleties of Africa and
Latin America, perhaps further eroding the
tles among our Western allles, forcing the
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Soviet Unlon toward increased militance in
the competition for leadership of the Com-
munist world. More ominous still would he
the likely effect on our own society. As the
fall of China itself contributed to McCarthy-
ism, a large expansion of China, soon to hold
major North American cities hostage to its
nuclear power, thus increasing its willing-
ness to risk conflict on the ground, would
inevitably feed the dark undercurrent of
repression and militarism never wholly ab-
sent from American life.

Our vital concern in Asia cannot be denied
by allocating that continent to the abstrac-
tion of a Chinese “sphere of influence,” if by
influence we mean domination or the right to
direct policies by coercion. Geography is still
important, as the Soviet Union learned in
Cuba, and as we rediscovered in Hungary.
Yet we are as close to Asia, in terms of swift
and effective action, as we were to Europe in
the Second World War. We are a Pacific
nation, and since the end of the Second
World War we have been the only Pacific
power of real consequence. Moreover, na-
tions have no natural or God-given right to
dominate those close to them.

If they had, the border states of Afghanis-
tan and Iran would be under Soviet rule;
Cuba would be In the hands of a friendly
president or, more likely, an Americati trained
general; Argentina would never have dared
admire and assist the Nazis, The sphere of
influence of a great nation extends just as
far as its power and ambition go unchecked
by its own limitations and by the strength
and the interests of others. Its ‘“‘sphere of
influence,” as domination, rests on the weak-
ness of those in its path, not on the laws
of geography or history. China must always
weigh heavily in the calculations of Asian
states, but as long as our power stands in
the way, there need be no vast and inevitable
sphere of influence, although it is hoped that
there will one day be fruitful relations of
commerce and friendship. Nor can we stand
aslde in the certainty that, as in Eastern
Europe, the spread of Communist influence
will be blunted by “‘polycentrism’—a host of
Titos, or even Gomulkas. The underdevel-
oped societies of Asla lack the structures—
the middle class, an educated population,
even national traditions—that lend strength
to the self-assertions of the countries of
Europe. The Asian societies are thin at the
top, unstable, and far more vulnerable to
control by small well-organized groups as-
sisted from other countries. Nationalist
communism may come to Asia, but the ex-
perience of Eastern Europe is no guarantee.
We do not know whether China will try to
expand, or whether it-can. Itis hard enough
to judge the intentions, ambitions, and ca-
pacities of our own leaders. How can we

"hope to penetrate the thoughts of aging

leaders whose experience, culture, and con-
victions are so remote? This does not mean,
however, that we should not be prepared to
resist expansion if it comes. Yet, even if we
accept this baslc judgment, we are not com-
pelled to fight for every inch of Asian soil
or hazard war each time Chinese influence
begins to grow. We stood by while China
crushed Tibet, for we lacked both the re-
sources and any compelllng reasons to op-
pose Chinese armies in such a remote and
difficult place. Our Government was fully
resigned to the potential domination of In- °
donesia by a Communist Party close to
Peking, since armed invasion seemed the
only way to prevent it. Nor are American
armies likely to rush to the defense of Siberia
if Chinese forces move into that vast and
tempting ared. It is, on the other hand,
inconcelvable that aggression against India
would not be met with—if necessary—the
full force of American power. The guestion
always Is where, and under what circum-
stances, we should commit military force to
the protection of Asian nations. Is Vietnam
such a place?
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Not very many years ago, the answer

‘geemed clear.  South Vietnam, a tiny patch
-of poverty-stricken jungle, populated mostly

* ~by simple farmers concerned only with the

ally struggle for survival, was not important

- %0 our security. President Eisenhower, de-
‘- gpite urgent French pleas, refused to inter-

vene in 1954 -even If all of Vietnam should
tall, declaring himself to be “convinced that
the French could not win the war.” Had the
Communists succeeded in taking over the
entire country, as they almost did, no sen-
slble American would now be demanding
that we go to war to recapture South Yiet-
nam. It would be another name on the list
of half-forgotten lost lands. Today, however,
events have overtaken that possibility.
American power and wealth are commltted
to Vietnam on an immense scale. We will
soon, In all probability, have half a million
men in South Vietnam. Helicopters, air sup-
port, and modern firearms give our troops
there four or five tlmes the striking power
of their Second World War counterparts, We
have already dropped the rough equivalent
of a ton of bombs for every Vietcong soldier.
Our financlal assistance since 1954 amounts
to over three billion dollars, or more than
two hundred dollars for every person in
South Vietnam. The records are filled with
dozens of statements asserting our determin-
/ation to use force to halt armed aggression.
For the United States, after so overwhelming
a commitment, to permit a rapid Communist
takeover by withdrawal, or, in the President’s

words, "under the cloak of a meaningless-

agreement,” would damage the confidence of
all Aslan nations, and of many other nations,
in the willingness and the ability of the
United States to protect them against
attack. Unpleasant and undesirable as it
may be for Americans and Asians both, we are
the only power strong enough to offer such
protection. On the very day that India and
Ching clashed on their bhorder, representa-
tives of Indis were in Washington to seek
assurances of help. They had nowhere else to
go. Had we chosen not to intervene in Viet-
fiam, the credibility of our military power
would perhaps not be at stake. But those
decisions were made. Prince Sihanouk of
Cambodia foresaw the way in which increas-
ing American intervention would raise the
stakes, telling an interviewer in July, 1965,
“It is certain that if the United States pro-

 vokes a major confrontation in this region—

which will inevitably end in [its] humiliat-
ing retreat—all the other Asian nations, one
after another (beginning with the Allles of
the United States), will come to know, if not
domination, at least a very strong Com-
munist influence.” The battle, therefore,

" ‘has come to transcend the.issue of Vietnam

N

ifself, making withdrawal intolerable until
we achleve a resolution that does not involve
American defeat. B .
Bince there exists such a compelling case,
resting, as Dean Rusk testified, “upon policy

and, strategic and geopolitical considerations

that are of the utmost importance,” it is bat-
fiing to find many supporters of the war of-
fering Justifications for our presence which
have little foundation in history, reason,
law, or the course of events. Perhaps it is
simply proof of the saying that in war truth
1s the first casualty. Most startling of all is
the recent claim that the United States has
& formal and binding commitment to use its
armies to defend Vietnam-—a commitment
resting on the southeast Asia Treaty, or,
alternatively, on presidential statements
over more than a decade. Secretary Rusk
himself testified, “It is this fundamental
SEATO obligation that has from the outset
gutded our actions in Vietnam.” The lan-
guage of the treaty itself is Imprecise. In
case of “armed attack” we agreed only “to
- meet the common danger in accordance with
‘[our] constitutional processes.”” No nation
15 8pecifically required to go to war, although
it is true that a skilled lawyer could inter-

g

pret the language as a commitment or as an
excuse for inaction, depending upon his in-
structlons. The conclusive fact, however,
is that neither our fellow-signers, including
France and Britain, nor John Foster Dulles,
who drew. up the treaty, nor any American
President has believed or been advised that
those words required us to send fighting men
to Vietnam. Under close questioning by
Senator HICKENLOOFPER, wWho was eager to re-
fute the slightest insinuation that this was
“Ike’s war,” General Taylor admitted, “No,
sir. Very clearly we made no such commit-
ment. We didn’t want such a commitment.
This was the last thing we had in mind.
* * * Insofar as the use of our combat ground
forces are concerned, that [commitment]
took place, of course, only in the spring of
1965.” One can search the many statements
of Presidents and diplomats in vain for any
mention of the SEATO Treaty. Time after
time, President Johnson set forth the rea-
sons for our presence in Vietnam, but he
never spoke of the requirements of the
treaty, nor did anyone at the State Depart-
ment suggest that he should, even though
they surely reviewed every draft statement.
The treaty argument is, in truth, something
a clever advocate conceived a few months
ago.

The claim of a SEATO commitment is
often butiressed by quotations from the
American Presidents conéerned—Eisenhower,
Kennedy, and Johnson—used to attribute
to them the pledge that, in President Ken-
nedy’s words, the Communists shall not win
"for lack of any support which the United
States might render.” But for every state-
ment of this kind there iz another, such as
the one in the Kennedy interview of Sep-
tember 1963, cautiously warning that “we
can help them, we can give them equipment,
we can send our men out there as advisers,
but they have to win it—the people of Viet-
nam.” President Johnson repeated many
times the same careful limitation on Ameri-
can involvement. It is unfortunate that the
demands of the modern Presidency require
such an enormous, unending flood of words
and speeches, inevitably resulting in impre-

cise and ambiguous language. The meaning .

rests not on a word-by-word analysls of an
old text but on the common assumptions
and realities of their setting. No President
committed American combat troops to Viet-
nam before they actually went. No Presi-
dent belleved he had made such a commit-
ment. No one ever thought he had. No
adviser in the highest councils ever urged
action on the basis of the SEATO Treaty or
of any other pledge; none, as far as I know,
ever mentioned the existence of sych a

pledge. 'And, in fact, there was no such.

commitment. Combat troops were sent be-
cause our national interest, in the judgment
of our leaders, required their presence, and
for no other reason. )
Efforts to Justify our prescence in Vietnam
by elevating it to the grand scale of a decisive
“testing ground for the war of liberation,”
of “another Munich,” or of the beginning of

2 fall of “dominoes” are equally unnecessary

and also defective. In large part, the
struggle in Vietnam is indeed a war of inter-
nal aggression—what Soviet and Chinese
leaders call a “war of liberation.” It cer-
tainly is not the decisive one. Win or lose,
we will face similar challenges, just as our
success in Greece and Turkey was followed,
much later, by Soviet intervention in Cuba.
Invasion in Korea was halted, and Quemoy
and Matsu were bombarded, Firmness in
the Formosa Strait did not halt efforts at
subversion in places as remote as the Congo
and the Central African Republic. Fighting
in Malaya and the Philippines and on the

‘Indian border came to an end, but fighting

continues in Vietnam. This war s another
episode—a particularly dangerous and bloody
one—in a Jlong, continuing cqnﬂ_ict‘ Gen-
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eral Taylor has already informed us that
“they are beginning in Thailand.” Nor is
this the Aslan equivalent of the decision at
Munich. There the Allies yielded to a nation
with a timetable for the armed conquest of
Europe, Moreover, it is unlikely in the ex-
treme that a firm stand at Munich would
have long halted a madman armed with the
best military machine in Europe. It might
have changed the terms and timing of war
but not war itself. Had the time the Allies
bought been used to prepare, Munich might
be now cohsidered an act of statesmanship.
Our refusal to yield in Vietnam stands on its
own merits, not on those of a distant and
indistinet’ analogy. Nor would the simple
fact of Communist rule set a row of dominoes
falling. In 1949, the biggest domino of all,
China, fell, and others did not follow. It is
the fact of American defeat, the demonstra-
tion of American futility, rather than the
presence of a Communist government in
Vietnam, that would shake uncertain gav~
ernments in Asla.

The American war in Vietnam flows not
irom formal commitment or historical theory
but from the history of this cruel and con-
fused conflict. The- effort to rewrite that
history only bewilders the supporters and

‘strengthens the opponents of government

policy in Vietnam, carrying the debate into
irrelevant dead ends of discussion and con-
tradiction.

The Vietnamese war Is 20 years old. It
began while Chiang Kai-shek still ruled
China and the French owned Indochina. On
September 2, 1945, Ho Chi Minh issued the
Vietnamese Declaration of Independence:
“All men are created equal. They are en-
dowed by their Creator with certaln un-
alienable rights, and among these are life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.” On
the evening of December 19, the next year,
city streets all over Vietnam were instantly
cloaked in night by a coordinated attack on
power stations across the country. The war
had begun. It was first ignored, then shared,
by the United States, which gave more than
a billion dollars of aid to the beleaguered
French. Early in 1954, John Foster Dulles
announced that the new French military
policy was designed to “break the organized
body of Communist aggression by the end
of the 1955 fighting season.” But in May
1954, before that fighting season came, the,
great powers assembled at Geneva to work
out the terms of a French defeat. The Ge-
neva Conference granted Vietnam independ-
ence, prohibited it from forming military al-
liances or accommodating foreign bases,
guaranteed it democratic freedoms, and di-
vided the country into North and South un-
til national elections could be held in 1956,
making it clear that the partition was “pro-
visional” and “should not in any way be in-
terpreted as constituting a political or ter-
ritorlal boundary.”

At this point, accounts and histories,
claims and charges trail off into uncertainty
and illusion. The course and nature of the
“second” Vietnamese war are cloaked in
ignorance, obscured by the diverging views of
historians, buried in the archives of Hanoi,
Peking, the State Department, and the Quai
d’Orsay, interred with the bodies of Diem
and his brother.

We do know, however, that the new, semi-
official narrative of straightforward Commu-
nist duplicity and aggression does not tell the
whole story. According to Secretary Rusk,
the Communists violated thé Geneva agree-
ment at the very beginning by leaving a hard
core of agents in the south. Yet, the Inter-
national Control Commission, Including
friendly and responsive Canada, found in
1955 that “the provisions of * * * a military
or semimilitary nature have on the whole
been carried out.” It is true that some
agents were left. Most of the 5,000 guer-
rillas still to be found in South Vietnam were
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South Vietnamese who had gone home, as
they were entitled to do. Then, we are told,
during the next 5 years, Hanol “developed &
secret political-military organization in the
south,” conducted a campaign of terror and
assassination, and, Iike & “typical police
state,” refused to let the national elections
scheduled for 1956 be held. This refusal is
surely the greatest political self-denial in his-
tory, since President Eisenhower has estl-
mated that “possibly 80 percent of the popu-
.atlon [of all Vietnam] would have voted for
sthe Communist Ho Chi Minh.” In the late
50’s, the new narrative goes on, North Viet-
nam began to infllirate the south with “dis-
eiplined adherents whom the party had or-
dered north at the time of the settlement,”
and directed them to “form cadres around
which guerrilla units could be built.” Fi-
nally, in 1960, Hanol created the National
Liberation Front, to serve as a ‘‘political fa-
cade” for the conquest of a people enjoying
“gubstantial progress” under Diem. Infiltra-
tion increased. The Army of North Vietnam
joined the battle. And, here we are.

The whole of this careful structure, faint-
1y reminiscent of an entry in the Soviet En-
cyclopedia concerning the American contri-
bution to the Second World War, is designed
to prove that the struggle In Vietnam is
golely “a systematic aggression by Hanol
agalnst the people of South Vietnam.” Some
of this actount is accurate and some of it 1S
distorted. More often events are described
with o certainty and simplicity that do not
exist. On February 8, Vice President HUBERT
HUMPHREY Was more candid about the com-
plexities, telling a New York audlence, “Some
of these revolutionaries are from the south.
Some are from the north., Some are irregu-
lars. Some are regular North Vietnamese
soldiers. Some of their supply and direction
comes from the south. Some of 1t comes
from Hanoi. Some of it comes from Peking.”
The President said, more compactly, “Some
of the people of South Vietnam are partici-
pating in attack on their own government.”
The reality is that there is aggression and
there is also civil war. Some of the revolu-
tionaries are Communists and some are not.
Some wish to associate with China and
others are passionate nationalists.

From 1954 until 1956, North Vietnam for
the most part bided its time, expecting that
South Vietnam would soon be under 1ts
control, When the time came for the elec-
tions required by the treaty, President Diem,
with encouragement from the United States,
refused to hold them—because he rightly
feared defeat—and began a rigorously severe
repression against his political enemies, in-
cluding thé small number of Communists
who, along with other dissidents, were seek-
ing a foothold in the countryside. Spurred
by this repression, by the desire to overthrow
Diem, by the failure to hold elections, and
by a small but growing amount of help from
the north, the revolutionaries organized.
They began to terrorize the peasants, propa-
gandize the villages, and even carry out a few
small meagures of reform. Nor did Diem
improve relations by creating, in 10568, a
Committee for the Liberation of North Viet-
nam, which parachuted agents into northern
areas of discontent, or by refusing to trade
badly needed rice. Finally, in 1960, Hanol
called for a National Liberation Front to lead
the growing struggle in the south-—an orga-
nization whose “nominal leader,” according
to Vice President HuMPHREY, "is not known
as o Communist’—which is clearly respon-
slve to Hanol but whose exact relationship,
puppet or partly Independent, is certainly
unknown and probably mixed.

By 1960, 15 village chiefs a week were
being killed by revolutionaries. Inflltration
from the north was on the rise. Today, as
the Prestdent has said, the support and direc-
tion from the north are ““the heartbeat of the
war.” But the war never was, and ls not
now, only a war of north against south.

SN
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Secretary McNamara carefully explained in
1964 that even though northern support and
direction are “a critical factor * * * the
large indigenous support that the Vietcong
recelves means that solutions must be as
political and economic as military,” and he
added, “Indeed, there can be no such thing
as & purely ‘military’ solution.” This ap-
praisal is strengthened by the Defense De-
partment estimate that of a total of about
330,000 Vietcong, dead and alive, only 63,000
have been infiltrators. More than a quarter
million have been recruited from among the
people who live In the south. Our enemies
are not only ruthless aggressors and assas-
sions but also men like Do Luc, whose dlary,
found on his body, contains the lines “Leav-
ing temporarily the beloved north to return
to my native south to liberate my compa-

., triots from the yoke of misery imposed by

My-Diem [U.S. Diem]. * * * Now my life is
full of hardship, not enough rice to eat, not
enough salt to glve a taste to my tongue, not
enough clothing to keep myself warm. But
in my heart I keep loyal to the party and to
the people. I am proud and happy.”

Neither the country nor the President 1s
served by a reduction of the confused and
blending tones of history to sharp blacks and
whites. President Johnson, with clearer in-
sight, has spoken of ‘“the confused nature of
this conflict.” It 1s enough to know, with-~
out seeking a consistent and deliberate plot
stretching over a dozen years, that there Is
aggression—in Johnson's words, “an attack
by one country on another.” Yet at the
same time there is also civil war, discontent,
unfulfilled aspirations, and violent passions
among the people of the south. Any effort
at a political solution must take shape from
that reality as well, if it is to be accepted or
if, once accepted, it is to endure.

Just as our immense and dangerous In-
volvement in this confused conflict does not
rest on formal commitment or on resistance
to “simple aggression,” it did not emerge
from a clear and consistent policy, based on
a clear consclousness, at every step, of the
implications, dangers, and possibilities of the
future. As In many great national enter-
prises, each individual decision seemed rea-
sonable, carefully limited, even necessary.
‘We looked cautlously ahead while the door
closed slowly, ponderously behind us.

More Important than any other single
factor was the hopeful expectation, the wish,
deeply grounded In the American character,
that victory might come easily and with little
pain. In 1054, Eisenhower wrote a letter of-
fering to ‘‘examine” a program of aid if
needed reforms were carrled out in South
Vietnam. The object was to build a stable
country that could stand on its own feet—
nothing more than we were doing, and still
are doing, In dozens of countries. In 1955,
a few soldiers crossed the Pacific to help
train the South Vietnamese Army to do a
better job of protecting its own country;
this training mission was similar to the mis-
slons we have In other parts of Asia and in
many countries of South America. Never-
theless, the United States slowly began to re-
place the French as the dominant foreign
power in a weak, unstable, menaced land.
Next, as terror and attack mounted—though
still on a small scale—under President Ken-
nedy, the American military presence began
to increase. It consisted of advisers, in-
structed to train help, counsel, but not to
fight. Late in 1961, we suffered our fArst
millitary casualty. By the end of that year,
there were 3,000 American troops in South
Vietnam; by the end of the next year, 11,000;
by the end of 1963, 16,000,

At every step, it seemed to many that the
struggle was almost won. Who, in good
consclence, and in the interests of the United
States, could refuse the small additional
help that did not seem to risk major con-
flict yet might prevent a Communist take-
over? In March 1963, our commander in
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Vietnam, Gen. Paul Harkins, assured the
Nation, and the President, that the South
Viethamese armed forces “had all that was
required for victory.” That October, Secre-
tary of Defense McNamara and General
Taylor announced that ‘“the major part of
the U.S. military task can be completed by
the end of 1965.” A month later, General
Harkins prophesied, even more glowingly,
that “victory 1s * * * just months away.”
And in the secret meetings of the National
Security Council the reports, estimates, and
counsel were still more optimistic and as-
sured, although a few advisers were more
skeptical. These were the judgments of
men of intelligence and force. Robert Mc-
Namara is a most brilliant Secretary of De-
fense and a principal volice of restraint in
the administration; Maxwell Taylor is
among the most thoughtful and enlightened
of generals. The shifting group around the
conference table was one of the most lu-
minous ever assembled in government. Why
were the estimates so faulty? In part, of
course, they were not. The enemy forces
were relatively small., The South Vietna-
mese Army was growing in power and effec-
tiveness. But the reasonable, even brilliant
military calculations masked a whole series
of erroneous political assumptions. The
crucial variables in the equation of victory
were not firepower or troops but the will of
the Vietcong to fight, the strength and sta-
bility of the South Vietnamese Government,
the intentions and capacities of North Viet-
nam. As it turned out, the Vietcong were
more determined, and had greater local sup-
port, than we thought; the South Vietna-
mese military was less effective and its
Government (soon to be tumbled in a flood
of popular discontent) weaker than we
thought; North Vietnam was more willing
to take risks and better equipped to make
war. The estimates were reasoned, but they
were based on the wrong evidence or on evi-
dence that was far more uncertain than
anyone believed. Added to these ecritical
misjudgments were a certain amount of
wishful thinking and, more important, the
fact that other problems—Cuba and Berlin
and the test-ban treaty—were clamoring for
attention. Had we more precisely judged
what the future might bring, the same de-
clsions mlght still have been made, but they
would have been made with a clearer aware-
ness of onrushing danger.

In 1964, the process continued assisted and
complicated by President Johnson’s need to
assert his new leadership, map out a program,
and prepare for election. We continued to
“advise and help,” although more of those
concerned began to see the dimensions of the
approaching crisis. Finally, early in 1965, the
President was advised that morale in South
Vietham could be revived only if we bombed
milltary targets in North Vietnam. This
would assure Salgon of our determination to
stay the course, and perhaps, if we were
lucky, would so weaken Hanol’s will to fight
that we could avoid the unpleasant, looming
need to send In large numbers of combat
troops. Thus the most fateful decision of
all was made. The war went north. What
had been an important but subdued conflict
became a major international crisis. In the
election of 1964, although Vietnam was oc-
casionally mentioned, not a single complete
speech of President Johnson’s was devoted
to that conflict. (We did not then refer to
it as a war.) Opinion polls commissioned by
local candidates and the national Democratic
Party showed that as few as 4 or 5 percent of
the people In many States considered it an
issue of major concern; it was ranked dis-
tantly behind unemployment, disarmament,
and even Cuba. From the day of the
bombing, however, Vietnam, rapldly swallow-
ing up all other concerns and dangers, was
never to leave the front pages of the world.

By the spring of 1965, it was clear that if
American combat troops, in large numbers,
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1d not enter the war, defeat was not only
‘Ukely ‘but imminent. irly : )
it was wlidely felt on both sides *' * * that
it was only a matter of time before the Com-
mimists would win, unless something was
- doné about it," McGeorge Bundy sald in
- February. After the most painful discussion,
8 commitment of combat troops was made,
limlted only by developing military needs,
and Vietnam became an irrevocably Ameri-
cin war.
~Flowing from the cruel necessities of the
present, informed by awarness of the past, is
the third Vietnam debate: the passionate
unresolved clash about the future., Thou-
sands of llves are at hazard, and there are
" rising risks of war with the entire 300,000-
man Army of North Vietnam, of a titanic
conflict with  the leglons of China, and
even, in wultimate—decistve—holocaust, of
armed conflict with the Soviet Unijon. B
‘President Johnson, guided by the informa-~
ton he receives, confined and influenced by
advisers, swayed by opinion, coerced by
events, directed by natlonal tradition and
principle, nevertheless holds the vital deci-
slons in his hands alone. Alarmed at this
enormous power, some people have denied its
existence, ““This President of ‘ours cannot
Justify under the Constitution sending a
slngle American boy to * * * South Vietnam
without a declaration of war,” Senator MorsE
sald at the hearings. “We are involved il-
legally in this war.” A President’s power to
involve  the country Iin armed conflict—
argued and indecisively compromised at the
Constitutional Convention—has been re-
solved by history. Presldent Polk knowingly
brought on the Mexican War by ordering
Amerlcan troops into an area disputed with
Mezxico (although war was later declared).
In 1861, Lincoln established an armed block-
ade of Southern ports when Congress was not
yet in sesslon. Theodore Roosevelt openly
boasted, “I took Panama.” Truman sent
troops to Korea, and Eisenhower to Lebanon,
without asking Congress. Kennedy ap-
proved the Bay of Pigs Invasion and com-
manded the armed blockade of Cuba on his
own. Today, the congresslonal power to de-
clare war is little more than a ratification of
events and acts already past. Congress can
censure Presidential action, or even cripple
it by refusing to vote money or troops. But
this is not being done, partly because many
Congressmen support the war, partly because
others follow the reasoning attributed by
BenjamiIn Thomas to Representative Abra-
ham Lincoln during the Mexican War—that
even though he opposed the war, “whenever
supply bills were presented, he, llke most
other Whigs, voted for them rather than risk
popular disfavor.” Lincoln himself,
political career seemingly devastated by open
opposition to the Mexican War, explained
appeal to many men now in Congress, “The
Locos are untiring in their efforts to make the
impresslon that all who vote supplies * * =
do of necesslty approve the President’s con-
duct in the beginning of it; but the Whigs
from the beginning made and kept the
distinctipn between the two.”
It is not possible to convey the full Aavor of
6 Meeting of final resolution conducted by
Lyndon Johnson, In the early summer of
1885, following several days of discussion, the
President and his advisers—Rusk, McNamara,
Bundy, of the Ce: enc:
Agenc 1111 » Chairman of the
€ls of Staff Gen. Earle Wheeler,
Under Secretary of State George Ball, and
- Bevetal Presidential assistants—met to dis-
cuss the decision that he intended to an-
Tmiounce the next morning. It was already
clear that combat troops would be sent to
Vigtpam. The question was whether the
reserves should be summoned, a national
emergency declared, and the Nation given a
serious war warning. . Throughout the -de-
.~ bate, the Presldent sat slouched and. almost
~unnoticed in his chalr, listening, and ask-
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ing questions. As debate trailed off, he sat
upright, the massive physical presence sud-
denly dominating the table. ‘“Gentlemen,”
he said, “here are the alternatives.” He care-
fully listed five cholees, the last being to
commit only the troops then needed, without
calling the reserves. His tone left little doubt
of his own choice. He then went back over
the alternatives, pausing after each one to
ask, unsmiling, “Does anyone favor that?”
As No. 4, the most drastic, met the same
silence as the others, he turned and, staring
at the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
rose without putting the fifth, and favored,
choice, said ‘“Thank you, gentlemen,” and
left.

During the night, the President personally
inserted in his announcement the most ad-
vanced peace proposals we had made—free
elections, reunification 1if this should be
voted, a cease-fire, and & clear willingness to
hear the Vietcong at the conference table—at
one stroke overriding long-held objections.
Few Incldents bétter dramatized the painful,
consistent Presidential desire to prevent
defeat while resisting proposals to enlarge
the conilict beyond what the present seemed
to demand. The wisdom of such a course can
be debated, but I do not doubt Lyndon John-
son’s desire to end the war., It is killing
Americans and threatening the death of
many more. It has already reduced resources
for education and housing, for conservation
and the war against poverty. It is endanger-
Ing our prosperity. It is, far more than is yet
clear, serlously weakening national support
for the Democratic Party and the President
himself. The depth of this possible dis-
affection is hinted at by the recent Gallup
poll showing that 67 percent of the people
would favor a congressional candidate who
advocated that we “try harder to reach a
compromise peace settlement.”” (Fifteen per-
cent would oppose such a candidate,” 18
percent had no opinion.)

But how can the war be ended? On that
Issue, the public record reveals, there is a
real and danger-filled clash—unresolved,
barely articulated, and now in process of de-
cision. Few wish either withdrawal or what
the President called mindless escalation, in-
volving an immediate devastation of North
Vietnam or an attack on China. These views
have no serious prospects, at least for the
moment. There are, rather, two middle
grounds, presenting different risks, and lead-
ing in different directions. On one side are
those who believe we should fight a carefully
limited war, restricted to combat in South
Vietnam and pacification of the country-
side; that we should refuse to expand, and
perhaps even reduce or halt, the bombing of
the north; and that we should aggressively
seek a compromise political settlement, with
the inevitably uncertain risk that the Com-
munists might ultimately win control of the
country. On the other side are those who
wish to use all the military power needed, in
the north as well as in the south, to bring
the Vietcong to their knees and break the
will of Hanoi to continue the war—who wish
to compel the Communists into an unfavor-
able political settlement or no settlement at
all. “I don’t think anybody suggests liter-
ally exterminating them,” General Taylor
testified, “but we would like to have them so
beaten that they would be glad to come in
and accept an amnesty.” Our policy today
rests precariously on the first alternative——
carefully limited conflict, leading to a fair,
if risky, compromise, However, the pressures
of circumstances and events are urging us
imperceptibly toward the second course, ex-
posing us to the steadily enlarging danger of
a course that has no logical and certain end
except In measureless rivers of blood.

Our future policy in Vietnam must follow
two parallel roads—the road of negotiation

,and the road of combat. Past miscalculation

should have humbled us to the awareness
that each specific step may have larger con-
sequences than we can foresee, Each should

t

o Release : CIA-RDP75-00149R000400320004-2

be tested against a single standard: Does it
serve or Injure the bedrock vital interest of
the United States? That interest is to es-
tablish.that American military power, once
committed to defend another nation, can-
not be driven from the fleld. It is not to
guarantee South Vietnam forever against
the possibility of a Communist takeover.

Hanol’s unwillingness to negotiate is onec
of the great mysteries of the war. At best,
negotiation would give them a favorable re-
sult; at worst, negotiation would make it
almost impossible for the United States—
compelled to show good falth at the confer-
ence table—to step up the war. In fact,
some of the more militant members of the
Washington community have expressed fear-
ful apprehension lest our offer be accepted.
The answer to the mystery is burled in the
unknown calculations of enemy leaders, the
internal politics of North Vietnam, the ob-
scure relations among the Vietcong, Hanol,
Peking, and Moscow. Certainly North Viet-
nam can no longer hope for victory, either
by force of arms or by the failure of wiil.
Yet perhaps it does, knowing so little about
the strange stubbornness streaked with vio-
lence, of the American mind. Recent proofs
of instability and division in South Vietnam
may add fuel to that hope. Probably the
North Vietnamese also suspect that we are
asking them to the negotiating table simply
to compel their surrender, that nothing we
have yet sald assures an .acceptable compro-
milse, and that i1f they talk without such
assurance it will destroy the morale of the
thousands of guerrillas who have undergone
years of cruel hardship and danger. Beyond
this is Peking, urging, demanding, warning
agalnst discussions, establishing its own
direct relations with the Vietcong over the
head of Hanoi, seemingly delighted to see
Americans involved—without cost to China,
though not without risk—in a war that helps
feed 1ts hope of wresting world Communist
leadership from the Soviet Union.

We have had, as we are often reminded,
many communications with Hanoi, The-
critical question, however, is not how many
times we have talked but what we have said,
not how many notes we have sent but what
they have contained.. We cannot know this
with certainty, but the vagueness of public
discussion strengthens a general conviction
that the terms of a realistic political settle-
ment have not yet been communicated—a
conviction that is further supported by the
suggestion of U Thant, expressed in a Jan-
uary interview with a reliable correspondent
for the Washington Post, that “as a next
step * * * concrete proposals be made on
what type of government in South Vietnam,
representative, as far as possible, of all the
sections of the South Vietnamese people
* * x could take over the responslbility of
organizing the exercise by the people of the
right to decide their own affairs.” Clearly,
such proposals must answer at least three
basic questions. First, who will shape the
terms of settlement? Certainly Hanol cannot
come to the table if the Vietcong, who bear
the burden of combat, are excluded. Even
if it could, to do so would require its admis-
slon that the war of liberation in South
Vietnam was “simple aggression,” that it had
consistently lied to the world. Its own very
recent claim that the Vietcong are ‘“the sole
legitimate representative” of Scuth Vietnam
is surely a response to our own assertions
that the Vietcong are, In the Vice President’s
words, but a “stooge,” an “agent,” of Hanol.
Stripped of pejoratives, however, our current
utterances seem to express willingness to talk
to the Vietcong. There is, the President sald,
“no insuperable problem” to having the Viet-
cong’s views represented at a conference.
Ambassador Averell Harriman elaborated this
when he ‘said that the Vietcong can come
either “as part of.the North Vietnamese
delegation or as an independent group * * *
kut not as a government.” The paper-thin
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problemi of ‘formal Iabels is no formidable ’

barrier to those who really want to talk. The
second, and most important, of the three

questlons concérns the makéup of the ultl- "

«nate Governmerit of Yietriam, We are willing
to see "free elections® in which the Commu-
nists can organize, can campalgn, and per-

haps can win a voice In govérnment. If this

happens—and the popular support of the
Vietcong makes it likely that it will—we will
“honor, thelr result.” Once there is peace,

we will sup

and free to choose whether or not to reunite
with the Communist north. So, according
4to thelr publishied program, will the Viet-
cong. 'The third question has t6 do with the
o governing of Vietham between a final settle-

ment and elections, In a country as weésk,

unstable, and disorganized as Vietnam, elec-
tions will be confused, difficult, and disputed,

. Clearly, we cannot trust the Communists o
run free electlons. Nor can they be reason-

ably expected to rely on the honesty and

dispassion of General Ky (orf his successor).
If electipns are to mean ahything, the coun-

try must be directed in this interim perlod
by a compromlise government, trusted by
both side, thelr trust being supported by an

effectlve network of "International guaran-

tees, by intefnational supervision, or even by
an Internatlonal armed force sufficient to
prevent a repetition of the 1856 refusal to
hold elections (made possible, at least In

part, by the withdrawal of French forces at |

the request of Diem). Thils may mean that
some Communists will bé allowed to share
in the Interim governient. It may mean
8 government of Buddhists and neutrals, or
even an International trusteeship. There are
many In South Vietnam well suited to such
& role; the vital matter 1s the international

guarantees and international forces that will -~

insureé both free elections and peaceful acces-
slon by the victors.

This sine qua non of a negotiated settle-
ment was at the center of the confused de-
bate that raged over the February 19 state-

ment of Senator KeEnNNeny—a debate that

dramatized the Impossibility of publicly dis-

cussing complex issues, espedlally amid the

intricacles of high politics. KeNNEDY stated
that anh acceptable compromise would in-
volve *a share of power and responsibllity”
for the Vietcong, shaped to avoid the possi-
bility of “domination or internal conquest,”
with “international guarantees to back up
agreement,” while the political process wouid
be placéd “under the rigorous supervision
of a trusted internaflonal body.”" Our will-
Ingness to accept the “uncertainties of
election” would be matched hy a clear dem-
onstration that we would not permit con-
quest by force. The record of debate does

not sustaln the Impression that Kennepy |

withdrew from this position in the fire that

followed. There were, however, misreadings, -
followed by attacks on the proposals as thus

interpreted. In fact, he did little more
than elaborate what Senator FuLBRIGHT had
sald unnoticed to Secretary Rusk the day
before: “I do not recall * * * we have ever
made 1t crystal clear that we will support
an election supervised by an appropriate in-
ternational body, and that we will accept

the results. * * * It 1s also not clear that

we are willing to allow any partlcipation of
. the National Liberation Front either In g
provisional government or at any time and,
therefore, there is no alternative for them
but surrender or annibilafion.” When the
cannonade of comment is sifted, and then

_siripped of imprecations, accusations, zeal to

be in ‘the front ratks of abticommunism,

and the fervent buf. always risky effort to = +

. read the unspoken thoughts of the President,

the discussion does not seem to leave the

administration position far from this. But
the debate did, for }ust a moment, throw
8 ray of light on inner differences of tem-
perament

f
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ort a neutral Sotith Vietnam, '
without milltary alliances or forelgn bases,

and attitude. It seemed that Sec-
P o i
] L i T e

&

fetary Rusk “closéd the door when, the day
before the Kennedy statement, In answer
to FuLericHT’s dogged pursult of the altérna-
tive to the ‘“‘possibility of participation’ by
the Vietcong, he sald, “They do have an alter-
native. They are the front of Hanol. 'They
do have an alternative of quitting, of stop-
ping being an agent of Hanoi and receiving
men and arms from the north,” McGeorge
Bundy added to the confusion 2 days later
by asserting, “The administration does not
take the view that admitting the Commu-
nists to a share of power and responsibility
would be a useful or helpful step,” and then,
lapsing into the most painful possible re-
jolnder, quoted Presldent Kennedy against
his brother on the wholly irrelevant prob-
lem of popular fronts in Europe. (Closer
to the problem—If past heroes are to be
invoked—is President Kennedy’s response
to a question about the dangers of
coalitlon government in TLaos: “We are
taking a chance in all of sourtheast Asia.
* * » I can assure you that I recognize the
risks that are involved. But I also think
that we should consider the risks if we fall,
and particularly of the possibility of escala-
tlon of a military struggle In a place of
danger.”) Once the verbal torrent dimin-
iched, 1t was clear that the President had not
embraced the Bundy view. In public
speeches and press conferences, he carefully
avolded saying anything agalnst the ap-
proach of FureriGHT and KENwNeoy. We
would “honor the result” of an election, the
Presldent said—presumably even if the Com-
munists should win, And the makeup of an
interlm government, according to Ambas-
sador Arthur Goldberg and the White House,
would “be left to the negotiating parties”—
which keeps the door open for compromise.
The structure of such a compromise (or the
many possible varlants of compromise) and
our willingness to cornmunicate specific pro-
posals to Hanot are left to future actions and
decisions.

_ Is there a possibility of such a settlement?
Hanol has proposed four points for negotia-
tlon. Secretary Rusk, In setting forth 14
points of his own, sald that “the effect of
those four points * * * would be to give away
the very purposes for which we are fighting
and to dellver the people of South Vietnam
agalnst thelr will to the domination of a
Communist regime.” Yet the substance, if
not the intention, of the four points is not

i

PR

impossibly distant from the Secretary’s own

program. It is generally agreed that only

‘the third point, calling for a settlement of

the affairs of South Vietnam “in accord-
ance with the program of the National Lib-
eration Front,” is totally unacceptable, Al-
though fhat program has shifted over the
years, its essentlals have remained constant.
Once past the unflattering references to
“gangster-style U.S. culture,” it calls, in its
tullest 1961 version, for ‘“‘a mew constitu-
tion,” “a’ new Natlonal Assembly through
universal suffrage,” “all democratic liberties”
(including freedom of speech and worship),
land reform through “purchase from lend-
owners,” “a foreign policy of peace and
neutrality,” the elimination of all for-
elgn military bases, close unity with
“peace-loving and neutral countries”. (first
of all, with *“nelghboring Cambodia and
Laos”), the overthrow of the Diem regime
(since accomplished), and the establish-
ment of “a mnational democratic’” coall-
tion administration, and so on. Of course,
there are hidden traps and dangerous am-
biguitles, such as a granting of freedom only
to “patriotic” political parties, a call for re-
8. by negotlations rather than
ough elections (although the negotiating
government would be elected, and although
thls . year Hanol proposed reunification
through elections), and an absence of inter-
‘natlonal guarantees for elections. It would
be naive to think that the program was not
intended to move toward a Communigt
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over. Yet in ‘the main, when the ritual’
curses have been exciséd, Hanol’s four points,
including the front program, sound much
like ours; the expressed differences are no
greater than those in many productive cold
war negitiations. Pérhaps this'is all propa-
ganda; perhaps victory, not settlement, is
the real goal. Yet, whatever Hanol’s reac-
tion, the time has come for the United States
to formulate a fair and detalled outline of
settlement. Of course, we cannot, as George
Ball has sald, “first announce it to a tele~
vision audience and then * * * sit down at
& bargaining table.” = Fruitful discussion
will begin in secrecy, where 1t can be free
from political pressures, from critics, and
from the corrosive compulsion toward sim-
plicity which marks public debate. The
essentlals are there: a cease-fire, a laying
down of arms so that the entire country can
be governed, and en end to bombing; a
structure to guarantee elections and also
peaceful accessionn by the victors; a with-
drawal of forelign forces, and neutralization;
free elections, with Communist participa-
tlon. Such proposals, couched in the most
speclific possible terms, should be commu-
nicated to Hanoi, accompanied or quickly
followed by a meeting between a high U.S.
official and a top North Viethamese., Nego-
tlations, even in the lofty chambers of
International politics, cannot be conducted
sticcessfully by notes and messengers. Only
men confident of their authority and their
ability, and fully aware of the implications
of their own proposals and the proposals of
others—in other words, no more than half a
dozen men in America—can hope to bring
such negotiations to a successtul conclusion,
or even bring an accurate account of them
to the President.

It does not {lluminate reality to say, as
some have sald, that we cannot “dictate to
South Vietnam” what form a settlement
should take. It is not conceivable that the
United States should continue a major war
simply because the temporary chleftain in
Salgon did not agree with our position. Nor
can any South Vietnamese leader hope to
withstand determined American pressure to-
ward a settlement.

In the inevitable political instability of a
peaceful South Vietnam, there is always a
risk that the Communists may ultimately
win political power—that the fox may in-

" sinuate its way, or be voted, into the chicken

coop. It Is thils danger that siffens some
people’s resistance to negotiations. It would
indeed be an unfortunate outcome, but,
measured by our vital interest—avoiding
military defeat—it would not be fatal. It is
no more than the chance we are constantly
taking all across the world in cold war com-
petition. 'The only way to compel the Viet-
cong to a settlement that does not involve
such a 1lsk is to crush them in battle.
That battle now goes on in two wars, sepa~-
rated by the 17th parallel—the war in the
north gnd the war in the south. The
northern war carries a far more grave danger
of a larger, bloodler, and Increasingly devas-
tating struggle. On the objectives of the
war there has been a subtle change of direc-
tion among many of those responsible for
1ts conduct. Less than a year ago, our ob-
Jective was “a stalemate.” Once the guer-
rillas were convinced that victory was im-
possible, they would come to the conference
table. Now important voices, publicly and
privately, are lifted 1n favor not of a stand-
off but of victory. On March 3, Secretary
McNamara told a Senate committee, “We win.

If North Vietnam leaves South Vietnam alone .. . .
[translated:

£ If the Vietcong stop fight-
Ing] * * *. We believe we can win In the
sense I indicated.” Two weeks earlier, on
February 17, General Taylor testified that the
time to negotlate is mot “until it is quite
clear their course of actlon is a losing one"”—

& flat contradictlion, as Senator AIKEN re-

President’s ex-
g g

minded the General, of the
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Qesfre 't negobiate ‘riow, Otfier
cialy afe proclaiming ft our intention to
stroy” major enemy units, or to break
1007, JOBIOT / .

““will to fAght”” 1% is a mistake to
“much 1nto ind}jvidyal statements
| speeches, plucked out of the careless and
Baseless verval ‘flow of ofticial Washington,
bt the absence of contradiction, the grow-
g lack of caution, the, obvidusly planted
.- -Hews stories, afid the other evidence charged
- with significance for the insider (an official
- in the highest ranks of foreign policy sald
* that the Life article called “Vietnam: The
War Is ‘Worth, Winning”’ was one of the most
"helpful he had seen) all strongly indicaie
that a substantial section of the community
- of power ‘belleves that military victory is
“"9ur "principal, ‘perhaps our only, objective.
myself am convinced that this belief is
growing, but it is significant, and heartening,
. thab the President has not called for armed
- $flumph, 7 . o

| ““"Wictory in the south may be possible, with
" the major Communist units destroyed or
broken up, morale shattered, and the guer-
rillas laying down their arms, asking for
amnesty,  or peacefully returning to their
: homes, We are, after all, killing greater and
eater numbers of Vietcong. One high of-
ficlal estimates that the “kill rate” may
- @verage a thousand a week throughout the
-year. ‘(Like nearly all the statistios of this
. war, such an estimate Is necessarily flawed
by ‘doubts and inadequate information.)
‘"The defection rate Is increasing, too (now
at & weekly average of three to four hun-
.dred), although it does not yet match deser-
‘tions . from  the South Vietnamese Army.
Areas that once provided the guerrillas with
. Becure sanctuary are now constantly men-
raced by descending helicopters and mobile
froops. ' Yet many heavy clouds obscure the
cvlew toward “victory.” Past misjudgments
- Impose ‘a flerce’ skepticism about promises—
however, faint and tentative—of military
drfuhph.  Stnce the early 1950’s, they
- have always been wrong. Recently, we
-were told that the “tide” wag turning—a
‘phrase that accidentally echoed the Penta-
gon protriouncement of May 1963, that ‘“the
‘ corner definltely has been turned” toward
victory. In’ 1962, McNamara said that the
“ratio of killed and captured” was much
ore favorable; while a year later General
rkins proclaimed encouragingly from Sai-
‘gon, “The Vietcong are losing because we are
-stendlly decreasing their areas of maneuver
-804 the terrain over which they can move at
will.,” With a change 1n dates, these state-
ments would fit unnoticed into many of to-
day’s briefings and releases. It is natural for
men whose business is to fight wars to be-
lieve they can win, just as any good poll-
ticlan secretly believes he can win an election
no matter how unfavorable the odds. Past
mistakes are no guarantee of future error.
There is a possibility that they may be right
., this time, but history teaches a reluctance
to hazard,great things on such predictions.
- - Moreover, it is unclear what victory means.
The Secretary of State has said that our only
commitment is to stop armed attack from the
north—that if the North Vietnamese “were
to show the slightest interest in withdraw-
ing their regular armed forees and infiltra-
tors, we could move to peace very quickly
and the United States could withdraw its
forces.” How easy it is to_become captive of
“the incomplete view that the Vietcong are
“simply * * * the military arm of North
Vietnam.” ‘A withdrawal of all infiltrators
‘wotld leave more than a hundred thousand
tralned guerrlllas’ in South  Vietnam, and
there would be no certainty that Hanoi could
completely stop the fighting or that such an
‘order, If 1t should be obejed at first, would
. Hot soon he ignored. Unless a negotiated
_8gttléement gives the dissidents a role in the
political Tife of the country, a peaceful outlet
for their ambitions, hopes, and protests, we
must gemaln——as well we Ipay—occupiers for
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ars. That possibility, resting on un-
certainty about the nature of a victorlous or
independent South  Vietnam, 1s further
strengthened by today’s still unsettled tur-

bulence, The demopstrations, many of them.

conducted by young men who have never
lived in a country free of terror, civil strife,
and the cruelties of war, remind us that the
last few months of political quiet In South
Vietnam were a rare interlude, To the ex-
tent thaj Communists hayve inspired division,
the antigovernment protests show alarming
influence In cities we have long claimed to
control, To the extent that they flow from
local discontent, they reflect division about
the future of South Vietnam and weariness
with war, and indicate the mounting price
in anti-American feeling we must inevitably
pay for the growing weight of the American
presence in that tiny land. Whatever the
outecome, however, unless events sweep away
our influence altogether, it is unlikely we
will permit any government to come to power
which would inflict on us what some would
see as the “humiliation” of requesting our

_withdrawal. )
" Bome people justify their optimism about

vietory in terms of “breaking the will” of the
Communists to continue the fight. It is
true that there are more and more defectors,
and that prisoners arrive more and more
tired, dejected, and hungry. But the battle
goes on; despite our growing force, Hanol
seems more militant, and Infiltration seems
to be increasing as our own numbers in-
crease. We cannot know the will of men we
do not understand. From Thermopylae to

the Japanese-infested islands of the Pacific

and Hitler’s Berlin bunker, history is full of
indlviduals and fighting forces who chose
to fight against impossible odds and accept
certain death. Nor can we measure the de-
termination of an aging Communist leader
who has been waging war for almost a quar-
ter of a century. It is a guess built on an
assumption resting on a hope. Aggressors
though they are, many of the Vietcong be-
lieve they are enlisted in the ranks of Justice.
Mai Xuan Phong wrote In his diary, “The
most precious thing for a man is his life,
* * * My whole life, my whole strength have
been devoted to the most elevated and the
most beautiful cause—the struggle for the
liberation of mankind.” The demonstrations

. in South Vietnam show either an increasing

weariness with. the war on our side or a far
greater Communist penetration of the cities
than we have cared to admit. The Com-
munists’ will to fight may dissolve tomorrow,
but one should not wager many American
lives on it.

Even if we win countless battles, our vic-
tory will not be assured. Success In a guer-
rilla war, as our experts have repeatedly told
us, is not measured simply in deaths and
prisoners but, for the most part, in areas of
the counfry pacified and population con-
trolled. There is no clear proof that our
control over the population is increasing.
General Taylor, at one point in his testi-
mony, indicated that 60 percent of the peo-
ple were under friendly control instead of
the 53 percent of 6 months before. . Other
testimony shows this figure to be uncertain,
probably unknown, or perhaps completely
unjustified. Although the Vietcong controls
fewer areas than before, there is no firm
evidence that a single square mile has been

_pacified—that is, cleared of guerrillas, pro-

tected apainst future attack, and set on the
road to economic improvement, Nor has
the United States reached the end of its
commitment. Genersl Taylor admitted 235,-
000 men are not sufficient. The probable
conclusion—the simple arithmetic-—of Sec-
retary McNamara’s March 3 testimony be-
fore the Senate is that the United States
plans to have at least 400,000 troops in South
Vietnam by the end of the year. They will
be needed if we intend to keep up the offen-
sive against enemy forces that can increase
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by 8,000 a month while we kill 4,000 or less—
and even this estimate of enemy Increase
rests on the highly speculative belief that n:
more supplles can be smuggled into thé
south than these troops require, or about
a hundred and fifty tons a day. If we are
wrong about this—and we may well be
wrong—the number that can Infiltrate coula
grow enormously, along with the number of
our own troops. (We need four or five men
for every enemy soldier, and South Vietnam
is nearing the limit of its manpower.)

The hope of victory, however, is not just :
harmless folble of some generals and theis
few State Department allies. It carries the
enormous danger that in pursult of that
shining, elusive prize we will enlarge the
war in the north. As the southern conflict
continues unabated, pressure for more ag-
gressive attacks on North Vietnam, will
steadily mount—pressure from public opin-
ion frustrated by an endless battle, pressure
from. politicians seeking to discredit the ad-
ministration’s will and courage, pressure
from those still searching for that one un-
taken step which will bring success. I hope,
and I helieve, that the President will resist
such pressure, for no one is more palnfully
aware than he of the lmmense hazards of
enlarging the war in the north.

Since February 7, 1965, we have heen
bombing selected military targets in North
Vietnam—roads and bridges, ammunition
and supply dumps, and gathering points for
guerrillas. The bombing began with the
aim of restoring crumbling morale in South
Vietnam and in the forlorn hope that North
Vietnam, quaking under the punishing as-
sault, would come to the conference table.
Its present purpose, according to Deputy
Secretary of Defense Cyrus Vance, is “to in-
terdict the infiltration of men and materi-
al,” or, as it is more expansively viewed by
General Taylor, “In a very real sense, the ob-
Jective of our air campaign is to change the
will of the enemy leadership.” ‘There is little
evidence that the bombing has eithet had
serlous effect on the flow of supplies or erod-
ed the will of the north. Infiltration did in-
crease during the pause in the bombing. It
also increased before the pause and it has
Increased since, and we have no figures to
brove that bombing has made any impdr-
tant difference. Bombing, it is claimed, im-
poses “a higher price” for infiltration, It is
unclear what this means, The border be-
tween the two Vietnams is mostly Jjungle
crossed by tralls and waterways. The price
of carrying supplies and of repalring roads
and bridges is high in terms of human la-
bor, but there are huge numbers of willing
unemployed. The travel of men and sup-
plies since the bombing is longer and more
difficult, but the North Vietnamese have time
and they are used to discomfort. Of course,
the bombing has some effect, but there is
no compelling public justification of these
costly assaults on military grounds. General
Matthew B. Ridgway, our commander Iin
Korea—rthe last ground war In Asla—has con-
cluded, “It is impossible to interdict the
supply routes of an Aslan army by air power
alone. [In Korea] we had complete air mas-
tery—we clobbered Chinese supply columns
unmercifully—but we did. not halt their
offensive mor materially diminish its
strength.”

The war in the north has neither halted
aggression nor shattered the “will” of the
enemy nor “punished Hanol” beyond the
limits of endurance, yet the Alice in Wonder-
land response of some is to call for a stepping
up of the war. “We should go after more
meaningful targets on a slow progressive
scale,” sald General Taylor, a highly Intel-
ligent military moderate. This will, it is
hoped, “provide a sobering reminder to the
leaders in Hanol that progressively they must
pPay a mounting price for the continuation
of their support of the Vietcong insurgency.”

o . . - .
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. 'Thé President has glven a more restricted
h@fa!sfior,,g%g;@mﬁi g—*to_slow_down_ ag-
2 gresston, ncrease the confidence of * * ¥

South. Vietnam,” and help “convince the
leaders of North Vietnam—and all who seek
to share thelr conquest—[that] we will not
be defeated * * * grow tired * * * [or] with-

draw.”” The bombing has helped strengthen .

Southern resglution, and it has also helped
convince any reasonable adversary that
" armed corqiiest is inconcélvable, though the
combat troops we have sent to the South
gince the bombing began are & more com-
pelling proof. =
~ The objectives set forth by the President
ate limited ones, and they have largely been
accdmpllshe'd. However, the grander and
mote” spacious desire to end the enemy’s
capaclty for making war, destroy his will
to fight, and punish him for wrongdoing
opens limitless horizons of expansion. More-
over, this desire invokes judgments that are
not military judgments. The will of a na-
tion, the punishment it can take, the
atréngth of national pride and feeling and
Tesigtance are 0ot matters that military spe-
¢lallsts or computers or the Rand Corp. can
assess, They require an intimate knowledge
oI the culture and thought of alien lands
and of obscurely known leaders. It may even
ke that, as a careful American study of the
wat ‘agalnst Germany indicated, bombing
strengthens ‘the flghting spirlt of a people.
A leading political figure recently sald to
me, “After all, if we were being bomhbed, we'd
nevér give in™ "fven the purely military
Justification, unsupported by any civilian
* #"* {} necéssary, should assure continued
secur{ty while we begin the work of social
aorganization and economic investment, along
with meagures for education end the im-
¢ provement of Health, the harnessing of wa-
-.ker power, and an Increase In the yleld of the
ppower for

sx%w&_wxmlmw T I
: -most important task—and we do—then
~ both Americans and Vigtnamese might well

- -be ‘recruited, or even conscripted, for it.
Such @ course might limit our battles and
our deaths. It would prove our determina-

" tlon far more effectively than leaping across

. the country looking for guerrillas to kill,
and would clearly demonstrate our willing-

- '1ess to help bulld a sure base for a soclely

~ i1 which, to_reverse Mag Tse-tung's famous

- .image, “the fish” of guerrilla-armles cannot
“swim.” Here, too, the President might well
tell the Amerlcan people that the outcome is
ungertaln—that we may turn a sudden corner .
and find victory but that it is far more likely
.that we will see only a long, bloody, incon-

gluglve war of atirition, until returning

anity brings a political settiement. For if
the talk of victory is allowed to swell, the
political comnsequences of fallure and the !

- pressure to expand the war will also mount, |
. Secretary Rusk, when he was asked by
Benator PELy if he say any end to the “cor-
%}do{ we are ,i;}l’,lp\yingilf‘ replied, “No; I would
k 3

‘Re. misleading you if I told you that I
ought that I kiow where, when, and how
.. thig ‘matter will be, resolved.” 4 few min-
- utes later, he added, “The nature of a strug-
- gle of this sort * * % is, of course, substan-
1%1& ly determined by the other side.”” Such

.. yarge absolylipni—onl
. {Bak this gnotiops Nat

is enormolis, Natjon is not helplessly
¢ grip of events, that the future, like

““the past, will be shaped largely by our own
;.fudgments. It 15 easy, and 1t would be
= Yrdng, “to” be apocalyptic’ about a cohflict
that Is still so strictly limited and so full of
hopéfiil possibilities for settlement. We
- -have emerged safe and strong from many
§gually dangerous enterprises. Yet not long
an Important politician, Intimate with
o processes of power, told me he thought :
{:-that 1f large-scale war ever comes, 1t will
., -qothe ot in & husst of Strapgelove magges#
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etffying admission of futility—an ad-
- conceals the truth

or a fail-safe accident, but_through a long
series of acts and declsions, each seemingly

‘reasonable, that will slowly place the great

powers in a sttuation in which they will find
it impossible to back down. It will be no A
one's fault. i C



